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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: AQ Comments on Grading Plan Aug2014
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:59:49 PM
Attachments: AQ Comments on Grading Plan Aug2014.docx


 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:52 PM
To: 'Barbara Ritchie'
Cc: greutert_ed@bah.com
Subject: FW: AQ Comments on Grading Plan Aug2014
 
 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:41 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: AQ Comments on Grading Plan Aug2014
 
Jonathan, please find attached specific comments from the Tribes Air Quality Program on the
 existing Air Monitoring Plan.  Let me know if you have any questions or comments on these and I
 can get one of the Air Quality staff to be available for them.
Thanks
Kelly
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1. Is EPA’s “no visible emissions” a “goal” or a “requirement”?  This document indicates it’s a goal.





2. Will a EPA trained and certified Visible Emissions reader be making the determination of “zero” emissions.  How often will these surveys be done and how will they be documented?  Will they be done on weekends, holidays?





3. Will records be kept on when and how much water and/or tackifier is applied to the area? 


4. Section 3.1 states that IDEQ will continue monitoring ambient air at its existing site at Pocatello Water Pollution Control.  Monitoring at this site is only done for particulates; monitoring for COCs found in the soil and slag needs to be performed.





5. The rationale for calculating the ratio of COCs using historical data is not scientifically sound and is full of fuzzy math.  It is not reasonable to use old air emissions data collected when FMC was operating as a basis for any decision making for soil remediation.  The point source is different (stack vs. ground) and the operation is different (normal operation vs. cleanup). Concentrations of COCs in the soil and slag concentrations are relevant. 





6. A risk assessment needs to be performed for this activity using soil COC concentrations. 





7. Actual monitoring needs to be performed using both real-time monitors and filter based monitors that allow speciation to determine actual concentrations of COCs.  The monitoring plan is not robust enough to be protective of human health and the environment.





8. The monitoring site on the north boundary used to monitor for dust going off site needs to include a filter based system, and these filters be analyzed for heavy metals and radionuclides.





9. Section 3.1 statement “deployment of additional monitors is not feasible …. Due to the effects of proximate sources of dust emissions…… is irrelevant and not a valid reason for no off-site monitoring to protect the public.    A good background has been established from existing ambient monitoring systems operated by IDEQ and Shoshone Bannock Tribes.  During, for example, a high wind event, results can be compared and any increase determined.  Indeed, EPA already has a procedure for dealing with exceptional air quality events in place.





10. Nowhere does it say what action will be taken when trigger levels for COC’s are exceeded and the monitoring system alarms.  Nor is clearly specified what action will be taken if there are visible emissions.  Work needs to be stopped until the issue is resolved and there are no more emissions.


11. The monitoring system needs to be operating 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  Emissions are possible at any time, not just during working hours.  











From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:58:53 PM


 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 12:43 PM
To: 'Kelly Wright'; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: RE: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
I’ll look forward to your call later this afternoon to clarify.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 12:23 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: RE: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Sorry I’m on a call right now and will be on for the next hour. What was meant by the additional
 comments were that the earlier ones were still valid and we added the other attachment on the
 Remedial Design document. I do have some issues with these documents. Susan received one the
 end of July and I just received it along with the July version of the Site Wide Grading document.  I
 also received the gamma cap addendum, hydrogeologic study report, soil remedial action
 supporting documents and the engineering design submittal.  Not really sure what is going on with
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 this but between Susan and ours then we will try to do our best to provide comments back to you.
 
I will try to call you after this call.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 12:53 PM
To: Kelly Wright; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: RE: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Your e-mail header suggests that these are additional comments.  EPA has not received any previous
 final comments; only some draft comments sent August 7, 2014 on the FMC deliverables submitted
 June 2, 2014.  Please call to clarify when you can.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 7:12 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Jonathan and Ed, please find attached a copy of the Tribes additional comments on the FMC
 Remedial Design Document. This should have went out last Friday but not sure what happened so
 I’m resending it.
Thanks
Kelly
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:58:30 PM


 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 11:53 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright'; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: RE: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Your e-mail header suggests that these are additional comments.  EPA has not received any previous
 final comments; only some draft comments sent August 7, 2014 on the FMC deliverables submitted
 June 2, 2014.  Please call to clarify when you can.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 7:12 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Jonathan and Ed, please find attached a copy of the Tribes additional comments on the FMC
 Remedial Design Document. This should have went out last Friday but not sure what happened so
 I’m resending it.
Thanks
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Kelly








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:59:25 PM
Attachments: SBT Comments FMC Remedial Design (2).docx


 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:18 PM
To: 'Barbara Ritchie'
Cc: greutert_ed@bah.com; 'Kelly Wright'
Subject: FW: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Attached are comments received from the Tribes yesterday.
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 7:12 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Additional Tribal Comments on the Remedial Design Document dated July 2014
 
Jonathan and Ed, please find attached a copy of the Tribes additional comments on the FMC
 Remedial Design Document. This should have went out last Friday but not sure what happened so
 I’m resending it.
Thanks
Kelly
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FMC Idaho LLC, Pocatello Idaho


FMC OU Remedial Design Soil Remedial Action


Remedial Design Report


Received- July 23, 2014





4.2.3 Site Wide Grading


pg. 4-8





ET Covers, the placement and compaction of the slag will be based on a method based specifications as opposed to a performance based specification. 





Describe the method based specification vs. the performance based.   Who developed the method based specifications.  What are they?  What measurements are being done to ensure the method based specifications are being adhered to?





Areas where existing slag is present, such as RA-F, the slag has already been mechanically compacted during plant operations and broken down into small size fractions. ….. will result in a surface suitable for direct placement of the overlying gamma cap cover soil.   





Assuming all areas where existing slag is present has been mechanically compacted during plant operations provides no assurance for meeting construction specifications.  Efforts to measure depths of slag should be 





Section 3.1.2 ET Caps


Pg. 3-3





Objective: The objectives of the ET caps are to 1) prevent exposure via all viable pathways (external gamma radiation, incidental soil ingestion, dermal absorption, and fugitive dust inhalation) to soils and solids contaminated with COCs that would result in an unacceptable risk to human health under current or reasonably anticipated future land use; 2) reduce the release and migration of COCs to the groundwater from facility sources that may result in concentrations in groundwater exceeding RBCs or chemical-specific ARARs, specifically MCLs, or reduce to site-specific background concentrations if those are higher, and 3) for the RAs with known or suspected P4 in the subsurface, prevent the direct exposure to elemental phosphorus under conditions that may spontaneously combust, posing a fire hazard or resultant air emissions that represent a significant risk to human health and the environment, and minimize generation and


prevent exposure to phosphine and other gases at levels that represent a significant risk to human health and the environment.





Performance Standard: The performance standard for this element of work is the success implementation of the final design.









[bookmark: _GoBack]


The performance standard listed above does not meet the objectives to minimize generation and prevent exposure to phosphine and other gases at levels that represent a significant risk to human health and the environment.  ET caps are not designed to prevent phosphine generation and in fact, FMC’s previous discussions surrounding ET caps have indicated ET caps will allow the material to breath, allowing air into the soils for chemicals reactions that will generate phosphine.   This performance standard does not meet the objective of minimizing phosphine generation.  A detailed monitoring program must be provided identifying how FMC plans to monitor chemical reactions within the sols and how phosphine generation within the soils will be characterized and monitored.





3.2.2 GAS MONITORING PROGRAM


pg. 3-8


A phosphine monitoring program will be implemented at RAs B, C, D, F1 and K, where elemental phosphorus is present in the subsurface, to identify any phosphine releases to ambient air or soil chemistry disturbances.





Objective: The objectives of the gas monitoring program are to 1) identify potential phosphine releases to ambient air through the caps and 2) identify potential changes in the basic soil properties (physical and chemical) within the cap materials that would threaten the cap integrity or vegetative cover.





Performance Standard: Specific performance standards for the gas monitoring program will be finalized and documented in the Performance Standards Verification Plan.





Add phosphine monitoring at RA F, and RA F2.  Phosphine was detected at the Slag Pile with no definitive location known.  The slag pile was used as a catch all disposal over the years.  The entire pile must be monitored for phosphine. 





6.1 Technical Specification


pg. 6-2


 Dust Control and Monitoring Plan consistent with the Federal Air Rules for Reservations (Specifications 01111 - Prevention of Water Pollution, Abatement of Air Pollution and Abatement of Noise and 01560 – Temporary Environmental Controls); and





Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Air Quality Rules should be followed also. 





Summary of Work





5. Sitewide Grading - The Sitewide Grading work component includes the excavation, transportation, placement, and grading of slag and other fill materials throughout various portions of the site to provide the foundation for subsequent evapotransiprative (ET) and gamma caps to be constructed as part of a separate phase of work. The majority of fill will be obtained from the slag pile (remedial area [RA]-F) and will be used as fill in the following RAs:


 RA-D (East)


 RA- G (South 2)


 RA-K


 RA-H (East and West)


 RA-E (North and South)


 RA-B


 RA-C


 RA-D


In addition to RA-F, other areas to be used as fill sources include RA-G (North), RA-J, and additional sources of miscellaneous fill from the demolition of concrete structures and other above ground appurtenances throughout the site as indicated on the DRAWINGS. Following grading of the above mentioned RAs, RA-F will be re-graded to the grades shown on the Design Drawings.





RA –F has never been fully characterized nor analyzed.  The Tribes have issue with moving contaminated material from one site and spreading throughout the area without proper characterization.  If this is to occur a sampling and analysis plan must be provided.  Radionuclide concentrations and metals must be measured.  The slag was a result of various ore mixtures over 50 years and is not homogenous.  In addition, phosphine was measured indicating the likelihood of P4 present within the pile.  





Sampling and analysis of soils from RA-G North must also occur before this material is moved throughout the site.









COMMENT RESOLUTION:





4. Section 3.1.5, Excavation, Page 3-5.


a. As part of the selected remedy, the uppermost six inches of soil at RA-J, which is known to contain elevated levels of radionuclides, will be excavated. Text on page 3-


5 of the draft RD Report suggests that mechanical mixing of the soil during excavation may reduce overall radionuclide concentrations in the excavated material to levels at which the soil would be acceptable for integration into the gamma and/or evapotranspiration (ET) caps. However, such mixing is considered impermissible dilution under RCRA and CERCLA, and this strategy cannot be used to avoid proper disposal of the excavated material. Accordingly, none of the radionuclide contaminated surface soil excavated from RA-J may be used as surface capping material at the FMC OU. Moreover, the highest in-situ radionuclide concentrations should be used in making a determination as to whether the excavated soil can be used as part of the cap subgrade material (while still maintaining adequate protections for human health and the environment). This clarification should be made in Sections 3.1.5 and 4.4 of the RD Report, Drawings 10 and 48 in Appendix A, and Specification 01010 in Appendix C. The Transportation and Off-site Disposal Plan (TODP) should also be expanded to include appropriate procedures for characterization, management, and shipping of the excavated soil from RA-J. RA-J surface material should not be used for the top cover layer of the cap.





FMC Response: Based on this comment, FMC agrees not to pursue utilization of the soil excavated from RA-J in the soil caps (gamma or ET) and has deleted the sentence "Excavated material from RA-J will be further characterized to determine if the excavated soil, through the mechanical mixing that would occur during scraping, can be used as surface capping material in constructing gamma or ET caps at other RAs." FMC has also modified the last sentence of this section to read "The excavated material removed from RA-J will be consolidated within RA-B or other RA as subgrade material prior to construction of the caps on RA-B or other RA designated for capping." However, most of this comment appears to be based on a misunderstanding of the level of soil contamination at RA-J and suggests an approach that is inconsistent with the remedy selected in the IRODA.  





As detailed in the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC plant Operable Unit (SRIA Report, November 2009), elevated levels of metals, fluoride, and radionuclides detected in surficial soil samples collected at the FMC Northern Properties (including RA-J) are the result of wind-blown dust and stack emissions from past FMC and past/current Simplot manufacturing operations. Radionuclides were sampled at both 0-to-2 inch below ground surface (bgs) and 2-to-6 inch bgs sampling intervals. In every instance, the concentrations of the target radionuclides detected in soil samples collected from the 2-to-6 inch bgs interval were less than the concentrations of COCs detected in the shallower 0-to-2 inch bgs sampling The SRI sample analytical results and cleanup levels for radionuclides in the surface soil at RA-J are summarized below. The surface soil sample results are reproduced from Table 3-15b Northern Parcel 3 (RA-J) Surface Soil Sample Data of the SRIA Report and the soil cleanup levels are taken from


IRODA Table 9. Soil COC Cleanup Level1 IRODA


Units RA-J Soil Mean


(0-2”)


RA-J Soil Mean


(2-6”)


Lead-210 67 pCi/g 16.6 4.3


Radium-226 3.8 pCi/g 11.1 2.9


1 Cleanup levels are provided for COCs associated with worker risk at the former operations area or Northern Properties. The cleanup level cited is the lower cleanup level between the outdoor / commercial /industrial worker and construction worker preliminary remediation goal (PRG) from the SFS Work Plan. 





The term "mechanical mixing" in the text simply refers to the fact that when the upper six inches of soil are scraped from RA-J, the resulting "mixed" shallow and deeper soil will have lower COC concentrations than the mean 0 to 2 inch bgs results on a mass weighted basis. That is, the mean depth integrated radium-226 for the 0 - 6 inches that will be excavated from RA-J would be 5.66 pCi/g. This is less than twice the cleanup level, and far less than the average radium-226 concentration in ore or slag which is about 30 pCi/g. Based on these SRIA results and the evaluation of remedial alternatives in the SFS, the EPA selected remedy for RA-J set forth in the IRODA is the following:


"Excavate contaminated soil from Parcel 3 of FMC's Northern Properties, also known as RA-J, and consolidate onto the Former Operations Area to prevent exposure of residents and future workers to elevated levels of radionuclides in surface soil." (IRODA, page iv, first bullet; emphasis added)





Section 3.1.5 as revised accurately describes the RA-J soil remedy, including consolidation of the excavated soil onto the plant site (former operations area) as specified in the IRODA. Therefore, no revision to the Transportation and Off-Site Disposal Plan (TODP) is warranted. 





EPA Review of Response: The response to this comment is acceptable in that excavated soil from RA-J will not be incorporated into the ET or gamma caps. FMC’s proposal for the material excavated from RA-J (i.e., placement within RA-B as subgrade prior to construction of the ET cap) is potentially acceptable. As documented in the Gamma Cap Model Report, a cover that is at least 12 inches thick should be sufficient to meet RAOs, assuming a maximum radium-226 concentration of 30 pCi/g in the underlying slag. It is noted that the mean radium-226 concentration in the uppermost two inches of soil at RA-J (11.1 pCi/g) is lower than the modeled maximum concentration for which the gamma cap would be appropriately protective.





However, individually measured radium-226 concentrations in soil at RA-J (i.e., not the mean value and not a depth-integrated projection) may be higher than 30 pCi/g. Moreover, the planned remedial action for RA-B involves ET, rather than gamma, capping. It is imperative that FMC implement the Framework for Additional Test


Gamma Cap Evaluation and Performance Verification and conduct RESRAD modeling of both the 12-inch soil cap (preliminary gamma cap) and 24-inch soil cap (preliminary ET cap) to ensure that those caps will be adequately protective in areas where excavated material from RA-J is used as subgrade.





FMC Supplemental Response: EPA’s review of the response still appears to be based on a misunderstanding of the nature of the contamination in surface soils at RA-J. As discussed in FMC’s response and the SRIA report, the surface soil contamination resulted from wind-blown dust and stack emissions from past FMC and past/current Simplot manufacturing operations. The surface soil represents “source” material (e.g., ore, slag dust) deposited at the surface. Even if the ore or slag dust had been deposited to a depth of 6 inches at RA-J, the radium-226 (and other radionuclides) in the “surface soil” would be the same as the source material (ore and slag) that will be capped with the gamma cap (e.g., gamma cap over ore in RA-G and over slag in RA-A. There is no scenario where the RA-J soil could exceed 30 pCI/g, which is the activity of pure slag and is slightly higher than ore. As described in FMC’s response to EPA Specific Comment 3 (on


Section 3.1.2 of the RDR), FMC plans to perform an additional gamma cap performance study to finalize the design thickness of the gamma cap. That response also describes that the modeled exposure rate associated with a 24-inch soil cap was 2.6 percent of the exposure rate associated with a 12-inch gamma cap (i.e., a 24-inch cap provided about 97 percent additional shielding compared to the shielding of a 12-inch gamma cap). Therefore, the additional gamma cap study will also demonstrate the ET caps will meet the performance standards. No further revision of the RDR is warranted.





The Tribes do not agree with FMC and how EPA has left this issue to be addressed.  FMC may not move contaminated material from /RA-J and relocate it to another location within the boundaries of the Fort Hall Reservation.  This material contains radionuclides, metals and other COC’s.  The Tribes request EPA require this material be disposed of properly- not moving to another site within the reservation and burying it. 





8. Section 4.1, Site Clearance, Table 4.1. This section outlines infrastructure to be removed, relocated, or abandoned during site clearance activities conducted in preparation of remedy implementation. Table 4.1 should be expanded to specify waste characterization requirements for, and anticipated disposition of, the removed material.


This is particularly important with regard to materials and infrastructure that may contain creosote, polychlorinated biphenyls, or other hazardous constituents. In addition, it is recommended that the potential for environmental contamination be assessed after infrastructure removal in areas at which backfilling is planned (e.g., the former waste storage pad at RA-C, inlets to the stormwater piping at RA-B, electrical vaults at RA-A, the IWW pipe inlet at RA-G, the car dumper and associated grizzly unit at RAs A and G).


Note on the table whether these materials are only solid waste or whether they meet any hazardous waste designations.





FMC Response: Rather than expand Table 4.1 to include waste management information, FMC has added a new sentence to the text to reference Table 2.1 of the TODP and expanded that table to include all of the wastes expected to be generated during site clearance activities. Table 2.1 also has been revised to reference anticipated waste characterization results and anticipated disposition of these removed materials.


Other than railroad ties, the railcar rotary dumper and potentially the grizzly screen in RA-A, the items listed in the second to last sentence of the comment are not going to be removed, rather these items are identified for backfill or plugging and abandoning in place. The TODP has been revised to include railroad ties and identifies creosote as a potential concern for their management and disposition. The rotary car dumper and grizzly screen are steel and will be managed a steel scrap. The TODP has been revised to include management of the steel scrap. Note that there are no transformers or other electrical equipment (PCB or Non-PCB) in the electrical vaults identified for backfill. In addition, FMC during the RI included PCBs in the sampling and analysis of soil samples at RUs that included SWMUs where suspected PCB equipment had been stored and/or releases to soil were suspected. None of the results of the soil samples were above soil action levels. The backfill material will be predominantly slag, silica, and/or concrete and no new hazardous constituents will be introduced to the backfilled areas. The backfilled areas will then be capped as designated in the IRODA.





EPA Review of Response: The response to this comment is acceptable.





The Tribes request any areas to be backfilled   i.e. electrical vaults, car dumper and associated grizzly unit be fully characterized.  The Tribes are concerned with FMC dumping additional material into these areas.  Provide specific dimensions of all areas planned for backfilling.





The IWW ditch pipe inlet at RA-G must be properly sampled.  The IWW ditch was backfilled with concrete prior to any characterization. 





23. Appendix A, Design Drawings, Drawings 44 through 48.


a. Drawing 50 provides design detail for construction of both lined and unlined stormwater channels. However, no distinction is made on Drawings 44 through 48 as to which channels will be lined and which will be unlined. Revise the key on Drawing 2 to distinguish between these two types of channels, and revised the stormwater drawings accordingly. In addition, criteria for selecting one type or the other should be included as a note on the drawings, or detailed in the text of the Site-wide Storm-water Management Design Report in Appendix E.





FMC Response: Lined channels will be concrete-lined. The channels adjacent to ET covers will be concrete-lined. Channels adjacent to gamma caps will be unlined. The drawings showing the stormwater channels have been revised to clarify where lined and unlined channels are to be constructed. Drawing G-3 has been revised to indicate lined and unlined channels.





EPA Review of Response: The response to this comment is acceptable.





There is no discussion or justification for concrete lining vs. no lining. Provide information. Provide a summary detailing the total feet of conveyance for the stormwater. 









FMC Responses to SBT Comments June 2014 on March 2014 Soil RD Submittal do not adequately respond to concerns identified.  The Tribes requests EPA to require amendments to these documents to identify Tribal ARARs, standards, regulations.  The documents at a minimum must include this information.  FMC may include a caveat they are not in agreement with jurisdictional questions but information must be listed.





A special monitoring program should be implemented during the site wide grading.  Heavy equipment in the area is likely to cause vibrations within the soils, leading to chemical reactions, and phosphine generation.  The Tribes request such monitoring be done continuously during site regarding. 





During screening of any slag material the Tribes request a Tribal air monitoring station present to measure metals and radionuclide particles that can reasonably be expected from this material. 





C. EPA guidance set forth in the CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual: Interim Final, August 1988, clarifies the scope of the CERCLA §121(e)(1) exemption:


This permit exemption applies to all administrative requirements, whether or not they are actually styled as “permits.” Thus, in determining the extent to which on-site CERCLA response actions must comply with other environmental and public health laws, one should distinguish between substantive requirements, which may be applicable or relevant and appropriate, and administrative requirements, which are not. The determination of whether a requirement is substantive need not be documented.


Substantive requirements are those requirements that pertain directly to actions or conditions in the environment. Examples of substantive requirements include quantitative health- or risk-based restrictions upon exposure to types of hazardous substances (e.g. MCLs establishing drinking water standards for particular contaminants), technology-based requirements for actions taken upon hazardous substances (e.g. incinerator standards requiring particular destruction and removal efficiency), and restrictions upon activities in floodplains.





Administrative requirements are those mechanisms that facilitate the implementation of the substantive requirements of a statute or regulation. Administrative requirements include the approval of, or consultation with administrative bodies, consultation, and issuance of permits, documentation, reporting, recordkeeping, and enforcement.





Consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes is not Administrative rather substantive. The Tribes expect EPA to ensure FMC and their contractors consult with the Tribes in every manner necessary to ensure the Tribes are fully coordinated with and are aware of actions at the site. 









The following should be used for Seeding (which was listed on Page 02930)





(Note: The following are native forage species in the FMC area as were identified with the Rangeland Assessment and Management Plan 2010)


 


Bannock Thickspike Wheatgrass


Opportunity Nevada Bluegrass


Indian ricegrass - Achnatherum hymenoides 


Needleandthread - Hesperostipa comata 


Winterfat - Krascheninnikovia lanata 


Basin wildrye - Leymus cinereus 


Big bluegrass - Poa ampla 


Sandberg bluegrass - Poa sandbergii 


Bluebunch wheatgrass - Pseudoroegneria spicata 


Bitterbrush - Purshia tridentate










From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: Emailing: Scan of LUPC Letter to EPA 8152014
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:58:10 PM
Attachments: Scan of LUPC Letter to EPA 8152014.pdf


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 1:03 PM
To: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Subject: FW: Emailing: Scan of LUPC Letter to EPA 8152014


This might be the letter which Kelly mentioned to you last week.


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:57 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Emailing: Scan of LUPC Letter to EPA 8152014


Jonathan, please find attached a copy from the Shoshone Bannock Tribes' Land Use Policy Commissioner letter that
 will be followed with a hard copy. If you have any question, please feel free to contact them or myself.
Thanks
Kelly


Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:


Scan of LUPC Letter to EPA 8152014


Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
 attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: FMC Site
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:57:57 PM


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 10:40 AM
To: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Subject: FW: FMC Site


Let's discuss when you have a chance.  Thanks.


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 1:35 PM
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FMC Site


Kelly,


FMC is planning on using slag for most of their fill.  As you know the Tribes have not concurred with this.  I believe
 the Tribes have a ban on the use of slag.
That said, the reason for this email, I have not found anywhere mention of monitoring for radioactivity - alpha,
 during the proposed screening process.   Is this planned? 


 Susan Hanson
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Well Construction Standards
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:58:01 PM
Attachments: Well Construction Standards.pdf


ATT00001.txt


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Zavala, Bernie
Cc: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Subject: FW: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Well Construction Standards


In case Susan or Kelly neglected to send these to you guys while I was out of the office last week.... Please advise
 with regard to FMC submittals EPA is reviewing.  Thanks.


Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Kelly Wright; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Well Construction Standards


Jonathon,


Attached are the Tribes Well Construction Standards which include well removal regulations.  These should apply at
 the FMC Site.


Susan Hanson
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Haas, Susan
Subject: FW: [External] Final Shoshone Bannock Tribes comments on June Document
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:00:17 PM


 
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:54 PM
To: 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'
Subject: RE: [External] Final Shoshone Bannock Tribes comments on June Document
 
I understand.  What I was pointing out to Kelly is that EPA is looking for substantive technical
 comments on the FMC submittals; not a restatement about the Tribes’ disagreement with the
 IRODA.
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Greutert, Ed [USA] [mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:39 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: [External] Final Shoshone Bannock Tribes comments on June Document
 
Jonathan-
 
Kelly is correct, the Tribe has long been opposed to using slag as fill and leaving it on site.  It is one of
 the reasons they did not concur with the IRODA – FYI.
 
Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
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Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com


 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:36 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan (Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov); Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Susan Hanson; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: [External] Final Shoshone Bannock Tribes comments on June Document
 
Jonathan, need to clarify some follow up information as to one of your comments that was made
 during the telephone conversation. Tribes have always stated they have had a problem using slag.
 This is not the first time it’s been brought up. I know you can check with Kevin and he will agree that
 we brought it up earlier.
 
I forgot to ask about the FMC septic tank characterization.  Has this been done? We talked on 8/7
 and I thought you were going to tell them that you were considering it like an injection well and it
 needed to include even VOCs and Semi-VOC since it could have contained laboratory wastes.
 
Also I have attached the comments which I feel can be removed based on the July version.  If you
 have any questions or comments, please feel free to call me.
Thanks
Kelly
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